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I would answer yes, providing what he said be modified in
the light of his own division. And what he said is this:

Man that is man is more than a man.

No man is man till he is more than a man.

What does this mean? It does not mean as Lawrence thought
that man is by nature twofold, body and mind, and that the
truer man is the sensual man, the bodily man. It means,
I think, that man to be Man must be more than just this. He
must be completely one, a unity beyond thought and action,
a living Spirit. And in sex there comes a moment when he
realises that he is more even than this, the moment when he
realises that he is a vehicle, a vehicle of Life, But, it will be
objected, how is this a solution? It doesn't decide between
Christianity and Communism, for instance, as Mr Eliot would
have us; in asserting that Man is and must be one, a unity of
Spirit, it tells us nothing about that unity, and so nothing
about my unity which interests me most; in short, it tells us
nothing at all, it is sheer mysticism. I agree, it is mysticism.
I agree too that it solves none of the "modern dilemmas53.
There is no need for it to do so. For if all men were Men there
would be no such dilemmas. Become, therefore, Man and,
becoming so, realise that you are more than a man, and
that in those moments when you are most Man, you are a
vehicle, a vehicle of the Lord of Life that is the Holy Ghost,
Submit unto Him. In this is Salvation.

POSTSCRIPT: Since writing this essay, I have read Law-
rence's Last Poems, and these have compelled me to re-read
Lawrence entirely, with the result that I have now revised the
opinions given here. But, believing the "Footnote" may still
retain some value, I have not attempted to make any altera-
tions in the text.